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DETAILED ACTION 
Continued Examination Under 37 CFR LI 14 

1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set forth in 
37 CFR 1.17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this application is 
eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.1 14, and the fee set forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) 
has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action has been withdrawn pursuant to 
37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 26-April-2007 has been entered. 

2. The amendment filed on l-June-2007 has been received and entered. Claims 1-21 have 
been cancelled. Claims 22-31 have been newly added. Therefore, claims 22-31 are now pending. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 22-31are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Everson et 
aL (U.S. Paten No. 5,261,094) in view of Shaheen et al. (U.S. Patent No. 5,434,994). 

As to claim 22, Everson et al. discloses a data processing method comprising: 
synchronizing data records of a plurality of disparate databases (See Everson et aL 
column 1, lines 38-40), wherein synchronizing comprises: 
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providing a status file comprising data records reflecting contents of data records existing 
in at least one of the disparate databases at a time of a prior synchronization (See Ever son et ah 
column 1 5 lines 60-67, and see Everson et al. column 2, lines 1-2); 

updating the first and second databases based on an outcome of the comparing step 
synchronization (See Everson et al. column 3, lines 50-66); and 

updating the data records of the status file to reflect the contents of the data records in the 
first and the second of the plurality of disparate databases after the disparate databases have been 
updated (See Everson et al. column 3, lines 50-66). 

Everson et al. discloses the claimed invention but does not explicitly teach comparing 
data records from at least one of a first and a second of the plurality of disparate databases to 
corresponding data records of the status file to determine whether data records of the plurality of 
disparate databases have changed or been deleted since the prior synchronization or whether 
there are new data records since the prior synchronization; nor does it explicitly teach wherein at 
least the data records of the first and the second databases are without unique identification 
codes. Although, Everson et al. does teach querying for updates since last synchronization by 
tracking date/time of updates (See column 1, lines 56-67, and column 2, lines 1-2, wherein 
"status file" reads on "control table"). 

Shaheen et al. teaches comparing data records from at least one of a first and a second of 
the plurality of disparate databases to corresponding data records of the status file to determine 
whether data records of the plurality of disparate databases have changed or been deleted since 
the prior synchronization or whether there are new data records since the prior synchronization 
(See Shaheen et al. column 7, lines 41-55); and 
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wherein at least the data records of the first and the second databases are without unique 
identification codes (See Shaheen et al. column 7, lines 26-35, wherein the unique code is for 
each record that is being replicated NTO each record in the database). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the invention of Everson et al. by the teachings of Shaheen et al. 
to include comparing data records from at least one of a first and a second of the plurality of 
disparate databases to corresponding data records of the status file to determine whether data 
records of the plurality of disparate databases have changed or been deleted since the prior 
synchronization or whether there are new data records since the prior synchronization because it 
allows for coherency and less processing in performing needed synchronization (See Shaheen et 
al. column 1, lines 32-36, and see Shaheen et al. column 2, lines 55-56). It also would have been 
obvious to include wherein at least the data records of the first and the second databases are 
without unique identification codes because it provides for different way of tracking updates and 
management of replicas (See Shaheen et al. column 1, lines 63-66). 

As to claim 23, Everson et al. discloses a data processing method comprising: 
synchronizing data records of a plurality of disparate databases, wherein synchronizing 

comprises (See corresponding rejection above in claim 22): 

providing a status file containing data records reflecting the contents of data records 

existing in at least one of the disparate databases at the time of a prior synchronization (See 

corresponding rejection above in claim 22); 
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updating the first and second databases based on an outcome of the comparing step (See 
corresponding rejection above in claim 22); and 

updating the data records of the status file to reflect the contents of the data records in the 
first and the second of the plurality of disparate databases after the disparate databases been 
updated (See corresponding rejection above in claim 22); 

wherein at least the data records of the first database are identified by unique 
identification codes (See Everson et al. column 3, lines 7-1 1). 

Ever son et al. discloses the claimed invention but does not explicitly teach comparing 
data records from at least one of a first and a second of the plurality of disparate databases to 
corresponding data records of the status file to determine whether data records of the plurality of 
disparate databases have changed or been deleted since the prior synchronization or whether 
there are new data records since the prior synchronization. Although, Everson et al. does teach 
querying for updates since last synchronization by tracking date/time of updates (See column 1, 
lines 56-67, and column 2, lines 1-2, wherein "status file" reads on "control table"). 

Shaheen et al. teaches comparing data records from at least one of a first and a second of 
the plurality of disparate databases to corresponding data records of the status file to determine 
whether data records of the plurality of disparate databases have changed or been deleted since 
the prior synchronization or whether there are new data records since the prior synchronization 
(See Shaheen et al. column 7, lines 41-55). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the invention of Everson et al. by the teachings of Shaheen et al. 
to include comparing data records from at least one of a first and a second of the plurality of 
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disparate databases to corresponding data records of the status file to determine whether data 
records of the plurality of disparate databases have changed or been deleted since the prior 
synchronization or whether there are new data records since the prior synchronization because it 
allows for coherency and less processing in performing needed synchronization (See Shaheen et 
aL column 1, lines 32-36, and see Shaheen et al. column 2, lines 55-56). 

As to claim 24, Everson et al. as modified discloses the method of claim 22 or 23 wherein 
the correspondence between data records of the first and second databases is achieved by 
comparing key fields of the databases (See Everson et al. column 3, lines 7-11). 

As to claim 25, Everson et al. as modified discloses the method of claim 23 wherein data 
records of the status file are identified by the unique identification code of the first database (See 
Everson et al. column 3, lines 7-11, also see Shaheen et al. column 8, lines 38-42). 

As to claims 26, and 27, Everson et al. as modified discloses the method of claim 22, 23, 
or 25 wherein the comparing step further comprises deciding whether to delete a data record 
from the first database based on the comparing step having determined that a corresponding 
record of the second database has been deleted since the prior synchronization (See Everson et 
aL column 3, lines 7-16, also see Shaheen et al. column 7, lines 22-40). 



As to claims 28, and 29, Everson et al. as modified discloses wherein the first of the 
plurality of disparate databases comprises at least one of a first data structure, a first application 
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software, or a first computer program that is different from a second data structure, a second 
application software, or a second computer program of the second of the plurality of disparate 
databases (See Everson et al. column 2, lines 44-54, also see Shaheen et al. column 6, lines 6- 
17). 

As to claims 30, and 31, Everson et al. as modified discloses wherein the prior 
synchronization occurs between the at least one of the first and the second of the plurality of 
databases (See Shaheen et al. column 7, lines 22-40). 

Response to Arguments 

5. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 22-3 1 have been considered but are moot in 
view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Conclusion 

6. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 

DeLome et al. (U.S. Patent No. 4,819,156) teaches database journalizing for multiple 
databases recovery. 

Baker et ah (U.S. Patent No. 5,621,795) teaches fault tolerance in two servers using log 

files. 
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7. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Neveen Abel-Jalil whose telephone number is 571-272-4074. 
The examiner can normally be reached on 8:30AM-5:30PM EST. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Jeffrey A. Gaffin can be reached on 571-272-4146. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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